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By Jack Ruff 
Introduction 
DURING the past few years, real estate markets have . undergone 
many adjustments. High interest rates, 
inflation, and competition for investment 
capital necessitated major changes. On a 
national level, the subject of housing sales 
has received considerable commentary. 
The ability of sellers in Omaha to 
exchange their units has probably been 
curtailed as well. This study attempts to 
examine real estate listings within the 
Omaha/Douglas County Multiple Listing 
Service areas (see Map 1) and describe 
some of the changes. 
Although the data in this report are 
for only a four-year period, they do 
suggest how the market has changed and 
how sellers and real estate brokers have 
adjusted to those changes. 
Research Data Base 
This research project consists of two 
sets of data. The first set is aggregated by 
real estate areas. Those figures were 
taken from the Omaha Board of Realtors 
Multiple Listing Books for 1978-1981 
and reflect the number of units listed, 
the number sold, the percentage of the 
list price received, the average number of 
days on the market, and the real estate 
area of the unit. Such data are informa-
tive when examining overall trends and 
comparing areas. However, they provide 
no information about individual units. To 
compensate for the lack of individual unit 
data, a sample of residential units that 
sold was drawn. Analysis of individual 
unit data gave differences in character-
istics that help to interpret the aggregate 
trends. 
Several study questions were used to 
focus this report, First, what has been the 
trend in the sales price of houses? Second, 
has a change taken place in the percent-
age of real estate market by area? Third, 
is the list price of a unit an important 
factor in the amount of discounting a 
seller will accept? Fourth, what impact 
if any does the length of time on the 
market have on willingness of the seller 
to accept a lower offer? 
PART I- GENERAL TRENDS 
Trends from 1978-1981 
To provide some indication of what 
happened to housing prices during the 
study period, changes were calculated 
for each real estate area and for the whole 
Omaha/Douglas County area. For the 
four-year period, sales prices increased 
by 2 3. 6 percent. The year 1981 had the 
smallest increase in sales price, 5.9 per-
cent. Table 1 shows the yearly changes 
by real estate area. The variation between 
areas was considerable. Two areas showed 
a decline, and one showed a 54 percent 
increase.1 
The author would like to acknow-
ledge Peggy Coffin and Robert 
Meyerson, who were instrumental 
in collecting and processing the 
data. Ms. Coffin is a graduate 
student in public administration 
and Mr. Meyerson is a criminal 
justice major. 
The percentage of the list price for 
which the unit sold is another level of 
activity measure. For the entire area, the 
ratio was either .96 or .97 each year. 
Four areas, however, consistently had 
ratios higher than the average. Another 
three were above the average during at 
least one year of the study period, and 
14 consistently had sales/list price ratios 
below the average. Table 2 displays the 
areas that exhibited ratios above the city 
average for at least one year during the 
study period. 
The percentage of sales for an area 
during any particular year was one way 
of examining trends. For example, if 
any area's percentage of the total sales 
increased during the period, this could 
signify that the area was becoming 
more attractive either because of housing 
price and/or non-economic factors. 
Although a four-year time frame greatly 
limits the amount of variation, three 
areas, 41, 42, and 43 , increased their 
shares of sales by 1 percent or more. 
Three other areas, 45, 46, and 52, had 
a decrease in percentage of sales. Some 
of the gains of centrally located areas 
could indicate a slight change in locational 
preferences. The lack of building in new 
subdivisions also contributed to the 
changes. 
Table 3 displays the number of units 
sold, not sold, and percent sold by area. 
The total row shows that the percentage 
of units sold declined each year. The 
market conditions seemed to have little 
effect on the number of listings with 
8,200 to 9,200 listings per year. 
Methods used to finance horne pur-
chases also changed throughout the study. 
period. In 1977, the various types of 
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TABLE 1 
REAL ESTATE SALES PRICE TRENDS 
1978 1979 1980 1981 
Area 38 
Mean sales price $18.402 $27,571 $20,454 $20,951 
Change from preceding year in dollars $9,169 $-7.117 $497 
Percent change from preceding year 49.8 25.8 2.4 
Change for period in dollars $2,549 
Percent change for period 13.9 
Area 40 
Mean sales price $20.675 $25,012 $25.814 $31,954 
Change from preceding year in dollars $4,337 $802 $6,140 
Percent change f rom preceding year 21.0 3.2 23.8 
Change for period in dollars $11.279 
Percent change for period 54.6 
Area 42 
Mean sales price $43,335 $48,290 $54,835 $55.985 
Change from preceding year in dollars $4.955 $6,545 $1,150 
Percent change from preceding year 11.4 13.6 2.1 
Change for period in dollars $12,650 
Percent change for period 29.2 
Area 44 
Mean sales price $21.113 $23,611 $24.999 $25,972 
Change from preceding year in dollars $2.498 $1,388 $973 
Percent change from preceding year 11.8 5.9 3.9 
Change for period in dollars $4.859 
Percent change for period 23.0 
Area 46 
Mean sales price $44,047 $50,302 $53.314 $56,192 
Change from preceding year in dollars $6,255 $3,012 $2,878 
Percent change from preceding year 14.2 6.0 5.4 
Change for period in dollars $12.145 
Percent change for period 27.6 
Area 48 
Mean sales price $48,636 $49,340 $55.644 $60,573 
Change from preceding year in dollars $704 $6,304 $4,929 
Percent change from preceding year 1.4 12.8 8.9 
Change for period in dollars $11,937 
Percent change for period 24.5 
Area 50 
Mean sales price $47,914 $50,211 $49,595 $45.564 
Change from preceding year in dollars $2,297 $ - 616 $ - 4.031 
Percent change from preceding year 4.8 - 1.2 -8.1 
Change for period in dollars $ - 2 .350 
Percent change for period - 4.9 
Area 52 
Mean sales price $59.114 $65,880 $70,742 $73,038 
Change from preceding year in dollars $6,776 $4,862 $2,296 
Percent change from preceding year 11 .4 7.4 3.2 
Change for period in dollars $13,924 
Percent change for per iod 23.6 
Area 54 
Mean sales price $43,194 $50,999 $57.421 $62.180 
Change from preceding year in dol lars $7,805 $6.422 $4.759 
Percent change from preceding year 18. 1 12.6 8.2 
Change for period in dollars $18,986 
Percent change for period 44.0 
Area 150 
Mean sa les price $72.440 $80,235 $77,098 $88,636 
Change from preceding year in dollars $7,795 $ - 3,137 $11,538 
Percent change from preceding year 10.8 - 3.9 15.0 
Change for period in dollars $16,196 
Percent change for period 22.4 
Area 153 
Mean sales price $19,536 $20,266 $22,002 $24.403 
Change from preceding year in dol lars $730 $1,736 $2.401 
Percent change from preceding year 37.3 8.6 10.9 
Change for period in dollars $4,867 
Percent change for period 24.9 
1978-1981 
1978 1979 1980 1981 
Area 39 
$15,776 $17.467 $16,348 $15,590 
$1,691 $-1.119 $- 758 




$11,751 $11.526 $13,807 $13.933 
$- 215 $2,281 $126 




$26,435 $30,359 $31,306 $32,297 
$3,924 $947 $991 




$29.310 $32.390 $32,969 $34,943 
$3,080 $579 $1,974 




$49,928 $53.225 $56,713 $61,999 
$3,297 $3.488 $5,286 




$62,171 $73,814 $83,727 $85,553 
$11,643 $9,913 $1,826 




$53,0 18 $61.332 $63,759 $64.805 
$8,314 $2.427 $1,046 




$24,988 $26,901 $28,693 $29,410 
$1,913 $1,792 $717 




$46,678 $52,270 $57,137 $62.452 
$5.592 $4,867 $5,315 




$32.844 $36,239 $38.872 $41,721 
$3,395 $2,633 $2,849 
10.3 7.3 7.3 
$8,877 
27.0 
TA BLE 2 
AREAS WITH ABOVE A VE RAGE 
SA L ES/LIST PRICE RA TIOS 
Year 
Area 1978 1979 1980 1981 
58 + + + + 
54 + + + + 
49 + + + + 
46 + + + + 
52 + + - + 
47 - - - + 
45 - - + -
Note: + indicates above average; 
- indicates below average. 
conventional financing accounted for 
43.9 percent of the loans. Veterans 
Administration insured loans were used 
for 22.2 percent of the houses. In the 
first half of 1982 conventional financing 
was used (21.4 percent) and V.A. (11 
percent) of the time. Meanwhile, loan 
assumptions had greatly increased- to 
become the most widely used method of 
financing. The use of land contracts also 
increased during the period. The growth 
of all types of sel ler assisted financing-
assumptions, land contracts, etc.- was 
substantial. Table 4 shows the percent-
age of the total market by various 
financing methods. 
PART II: TIME ON THE MARKET 
The time a unit is on the market IS 
a concern to the seller, but it is also a 
determinant of housing value. Some have 
endeavored to construct models that 
relate such factors as neighborhood , 
accessibility, property tax liability, and 
time on the market to housing value.z 
In their study of the Hartford market, 
Hempel et al. applied some empirical 
tests to the time on the market and 
related time to the amount of discounting 
that a se ller was willing to accept. One of 
their findings was that brokers were very 
sensitive to these elements and could 
effectively influence time by their advice 
on pricing. Financing considerations were 
also thought to have a significant impact 
on the time on the market. 3 
MAP 1 
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This section of the study utilizes a 
sample of Omaha area houses which sold 
from 1978-1981 and relates time on the 
market to sales behavior. In order to 
determine the extent to which the sample 
represcn ted t he actual sales activity for 
the years, list price data were grouped, 
and the number of listings by year within 
each group was noted. Table 5 shows the 
results. 
Table 5 shows that 36 percent of the 
sample came from 1979 lis tings. On the 
other hand , only 13 percent of the 
sample was from 1981 listings. Compared 
to the actual sales data, 1979 was slightly 
oversampled, and 1981 was slightly 
under-represented. The years 1978 and 
1980 did not deviate by more than .6 
percent from the actual sales data. 
During the four-year study period, 
time on the market increased each 
year. The mean time on the market for 
units sold in 1978 was 51.4 days, in 
1979 it was 57.3 days, in 1980 65.9 
days, and in 1981 72.3 days- a 41 per-
cent mcrease over 1978. 
An effort was made to determine 
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TABLE 3 
UNITS SOLD AND NOT SOLD BY REAL ESTATE AREA 1978-1981 
Year Total 
1978 1978 1980 1981 
Area Not % Not % Not % Not % Not % 
Sold So ld Sold Sold Sold Sold Sold Sold Sold Sold Sold So ld Sold Sold Sold 
38 18 16 52.9 14 21 40.0 22 44 33.3 26 51 33.3 80 132 37.7 
39 13 29 30.9 12 23 34.3 13 15 46.2 10 18 35.7 48 85 36.1 
40 61 58 51.3 74 60 55.2 65 73 47.1 84 80 51.2 284 271 51.2 
41 144 268 34.9 131 242 35.1 117 150 43.8 152 230 39.8 544 890 37.9 
42 269 101 72.7 311 127 71.0 261 145 64.3 24 1 156 60.7 1,082 529 67.2 
43 356 14 1 71.6 350 160 68.6 263 159 62.3 234 211 52.6 1,203 67 1 64.2 
44 248 231 51.8 286 294 49.3 227 243 48.3 209 254 45. 1 970 1,022 48.7 
45 315 283 52.7 288 265 52. 1 191 192 49.9 155 226 40.7 949 966 49.6 
46 562 293 65.7 596 239 71.4 398 350 53.2 328 380 46.3 1,884 1,262 59.9 
47 140 142 49.6 179 152 54.1 133 182 42.2 132 191 40.9 584 667 46.7 
48 143 68 67.8 167 89 65.2 108 110 49.5 113 98 53.6 531 365 59.3 
49 393 186 67.9 354 239 59.7 269 339 44.4 298 3 11 48.9 1,314 1,075 55.0 
50 103 185 35.8 79 180 30.5 59 150 28.2 80 153 34.3 321 668 32.4 
51 170 48 80.0 162 78 67.5 94 71 57.0 88 85 50.9 5 14 282 64.6 
52 759 351 68.4 714 479 59.9 515 608 45.9 516 592 46.6 2,504 2,030 55.2 
53 330 208 61.3 429 246 63.6 316 308 50.6 316 336 48. 5 1,391 1,098 55.9 
54 162 51 76. 1 178 72 71.2 158 136 53.7 154 115 57.2 652 374 63.5 
58 622 297 67.7 538 347 60.8 395 439 47.4 435 369 54.2 1,990 1,452 57.8 
150 97 150 39.3 73 164 30.8 51 154 24.9 51 159 24.3 272 627 30.2 
151 410 133 75.5 403 150 72.9 351 167 67.8 285 239 54.4 1,449 689 67.8 
153 89 77 53.6 11 0 106 50.9 97 138 41.3 94 157 37.4 390 478 44.9 
- - -- - - - - -- - - -- --
-- --
Total 5,404 3,316 62.0 5,448 3,773 59.1 4,103 4,173 49.6 4,001 4,411 47.6 18,956 15,633 54.8 
TABLE 4 
FINANCING METHODS: PERCENT OF TOTAL MARKET 
Seller/ Not 
Year Cash Conv. Convc10 Conv.-5 FHA VA Assume LC Blend Assisted Other Reported 
1982* 5.02 17.36 1.49 2.63 10.69 10.99 33.48 8.80 1.04 .69 7.76 .00 
1981 6.42 22.19 2.77 2.92 8.62 11.03 30.85 7.73 NA NA 7.43 .00 
1980 6.50 22.63 2.95 4.55 16.7 1 15.77 21.8 1 4.77 NA NA 4. 27 .00 
1979 5.36 29.38 6.64 6.22 14.44 15.75 16.29 2.0 1 NA NA 3.82 .09 
1978 5.41 28.95 8.94 6.22 15.03 16.96 13. 11 1.39 NA NA 3.69 .30 
1977 5.14 28.88 9.21 5.82 13.02 22.19 10.34 1.27 NA NA 3.77 .36 
*OI"Iy first 6 months 
Totals may not add to 100% because of rounding 
whether or not the price of the house 
affected the length of time on the market . 
Table 6 presents the results. Generally, 
Table 6 shows that as price increased 
the percentage of the units sold in less 
than 30 days decreased. The o nly devia-
tion from the pattern occurred in the 
$90,000-$114,999 category, where 40 
percent sold within 30 days. At 90 
days the cumulative percentages showed 
the same pattern ; however, the range 
narrowed . 
Another question tha t focuses on the 
relationship be tween price and the 
amount of t ime on the market involves 
the percentage of listing price actually 
received. Do uni ts of some price groupings 
command a higher percen tage of their 
listed price? If so, which price categories 
command the highest percentage? Table 7 
TABLE 5 
NUMBE R OF UN ITS BY PR ICE CATEGORY FOR EAC H YEAR 
List Price I 1978 1979 
$1 0,000-34 ,999 117 109 
$35,000-54,999 126 156 
$55,000-69,999 35 62 
$70,000-89,999 18 33 
$90,000-11 4,999 6 7 
$115,000-250,000 4 9 
-- --
Tota l 306 376 
gives the percen tage of each price group 
that sold for various percentages of 
their original list prices. 
Comparing the sales/list price percent-
age to the days on the marke t before 
sale helps to visualize the impact that 
Year 
I 1980 1981 Total 
57 33 316 
96 51 429 
41 24 162 
17 17 85 
13 8 34 
5 6 24 
-- -- --
229 139 1,050 
time on the market plays in a seller's 
willingness to discount his/her house. 
Table 8 presents the information . 
The sample data allow a comparison 
of the relationship be tween lis t price 
received and days on the market for 
Pa e 5 
TABLE 6 
DAYS ON THE MARKET BY PRICE 
(Percent by Row) 
1-30 31-60 61-90 91-120 121 -180 181+ Total 
Sa les Pr ice No. % No. 
$1 0,000-34 ,999 149 44 .7 75 
$35,000-54,999 178 41.7 103 
$55,000-69,999 59 38.6 31 
$70,000 89 ,999 26 29.5 14 
$90,000-114,999 12 40.0 3 
$11 5 ,000-250 ,000 5 25.0 5 
- -
Total 429 40.9 231 
1978 and 1981. Table 9 provides a 
comparison. 
Data in Table 9 suggest that the di ffi-
cult financial situation in 1981 led to 
increased discounting. The 31-60 day 
grouping revealed that in 1981 a smaller 
percentage of the units sold at 97 percent 
or more of their list price and over half 
the units that sold after being on the 
market between 31 and 60 days were 
discounted 4 to 6 percent. 
The willingness to discou nt houses 
for quick sales-3 0 days or less-was 
stronger in 1981 than in 1978. Generally 
the trend to hold out for the asking 
price is a decision to trade time on the 
market for money, but 1981 saw more 
discounting for long-term listings- 120 
days or more. In 1978, 46 percent of the 
units sold after being on the market 
between 121 and 180 days sold at their 
listed price. In 1981 that percentage had 
dropped to 17.6 percent. Those units on 
the market for over 180 days should be 
ignored because not enough listings fell 
in this grouping to be reliable. 
Conclusions 
Data presented in this report substan-
tiate the depressed housing market of the 
early 1980's. The rate of appreciation in 
residential housing prices slowed to just 
under 6 percent annually between 1980 
and 1981. Geographic patterns remained 
somewhat stable throughout the study 
period. The most noticeable changes 
occurred in the southwest and northwest 
suburban areas as their share of the total 
sales decreased. Areas along Dodge Street 
and the areas closer to the Central 
Business District seemed to do some-
what better. Part of th is change was 
undoubtedly a result of the decrease in 
building activity. This would tend to 
affect the fringe areas more adversely 
t han the already developed areas. 
Another factor that the overall data 
suggested was that the possibility of 
% No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
22.5 56 16.8 30 9.0 15 4.5 8 2.4 333 99.9 
24.2 61 14.3 36 8.5 34 8.0 14 3.3 426 100.0 
20.3 29 18.9 6 3.9 15 9.8 13 8.5 153 100.0 
15.9 13 14.8 16 18.1 10 11.4 9 10.2 88 99.9 
10.0 7 23.3 2 6.7 5 16.7 1 3.3 30 100.0 
25.0 2 10.0 3 15.0 2 10.0 3 15.0 20 100.0 
- - - - --
22.0 168 16.0 93 8.9 81 7.7 48 4.6 1,050 100.1 
TAB LE 7 
PERCENTAGE OF EACH PR ICE GROUPING 
BY PERCENTAGE RECE IVED 
(All Years) 
Percentage $10,000- $35,000- $55,000- $70,000- $90,000+ 
Received 34,999 54,999 69,999 89,999 
% No. % No. % No. % No. % No. 
100+ 25.8 86 24.6 105 29.4 45 19.3 17 18.0 9 
97-99 20.7 69 30.8 131 45.1 69 36.4 32 36.0 18 
94-96 19.2 64 29.6 126 18.3 28 36.4 32 14.0 7 
91-93 10.8 36 9 .9 42 5.9 9 4.5 4 16.0 8 
88-90 9.0 30 1.9 8 .7 1 1.1 1 8.0 4 
85-87 5.7 19 1.6 7 . 7 1 1.1 1 8.0 4 
82-84 2.7 9 .7 3 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
< 82 6.0 20 .9 4 0.0 0 1.1 1 0.0 0 
-- - -- - -- - - -- -- -
Total 99.9 333 100.0 426 100.1 153 99.9 88 100.0 50 
selling a house decreased over the time 
period. In 1978 in most areas over 50 per-
cent of the units were sold within the 
year of listing. By 1981 only eight 
real estate areas had sales of over 50 
percent of the listings. Attempts by the 
real estate industry to find solutions to 
the problem led to an increase in seller 
assisted financing, and by 1981 this 
method accounted for more sales than 
any other type. 
The time on the market data showed 
that difficult market situ ations occurred 
and houses that did sell remained on the 
market 40 percent longer in 1981 than 
they did in 1978. A relationship was 
found between the time on the market 
and the selling price of a unit. The less 
expensive units tended to sell more 
quickly, except those in the $90,000-
$114,999 price category. However, the 
lower cost units had the greatest dis-
counts. Units selling for $55,000 to 
$69,999 tended to command higher 
percentages of their list price than did 
other units. 
Discounting was common among all 
sales price groups. Sellers and real estate 
brokers tended to be very sensi tive to 
the trade-off between price and time on 
the market. During the first 120 days on 
the market, discounts up to 6 percent 
were common. 
The difficult market situation made 
discounting heavier and more frequent 
in 1981 than it was in 1978. By the end 
of the period the trade-off between time 
on the market and price was not nearly 
so discernible. During 1981 time on the 
market did not compensate for discount-
ing. Discounts were not only more 
frequent in all time on the market cate-
gories, but the amount of discounting 
was also greater. 
1 From these data one cannot determine 
whether units listed in d ifferent years are 
comparable. Therefore, they do not imply 
that one area is more or less desirab le than 
another. 
2Robert Edelstein, "The Determinants of 
Value in the Philadelph ia Housing Market," 
The Review of Economics and Statistics, 46 
(1974), pp. 319-327. 
3Donald F. Hempel. et a/. Duration of the 
Listing Period: An Empirical Study of Housing 
Market Dynamics. Storrs Center for Real 
Estate and Urban Education Stud ies, University 
of Connecticut, 1977. 
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TABLE 8 
PERCENT OF SELLI NG PRICE RECE IVED BY DAYS ON THE MARKET FOR A LL YEARS 
Percentage of 
List Price for 1-30 31-60 61-90 91-120 121 -180 181+ 
Which a Unit Sold % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. 
100 24.0 103 27.7 64 21.4 36 22.6 21 28.4 23 31.2 15 
97-99 35.0 150 26.8 62 28.6 48 23.7 22 27.2 22 31.2 15 
94-96 24.0 103 25.1 58 25.0 42 30.1 28 22.2 18 16.7 8 
91-93 7.7 33 10.8 25 13.7 23 8.6 8 9.9 8 4.2 2 
88-90 4 .0 17 3.5 8 5.4 9 5.4 5 4.9 4 2. 1 1 
85-87 3.3 14 2.2 5 2.4 4 5.4 5 3.7 3 2. 1 1 
82-84 0.7 3 0.4 1 1.2 2 3.2 3 1.2 1 4.2 2 
< 82 1.4 6 3.5 8 2.4 4 1.1 1 2.5 2 8.3 4 
---- --- --- --- --- ---
Total 100.1 429 100.0 231 100.1 168 100.1 93 100.0 81 100.0 48 
T ABLE 9 
A COMPARISON OF 1978 AND 1981 PERCENTAGE OFSALES 
AT DIFFERENT D ISCOUNT RATES BY DAYS ON THE MARK ET 
Sales Price 
as Percent of 1-30 31-60 61-90 91-120 121-180 181+ 
List Price 1978 1981 1978 1981 1978 1981 1978 1981 1978 1981 1978 1981 
100 23.1 24.5 29.0 14.3 23.3 27.3 33.3 11.8 46.2 17.6 27.3 22.2 
97-99 39.2 26.4 30.4 14.3 30.2 22.7 18.5 17.6 15.4 29.4 45.4 11.1 
94-96 21.7 24.5 23.2 52.4 32.6 18.2 29.6 41.2 23.1 23.5 0.0 44.4 
91-93 7.7 13.2 11.6 4.8 7.0 18.2 3.7 5.9 7.7 11.8 9.1 0.0 
88-90 3.5 3.8 4 .3 4.8 7.0 9.1 7.4 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 11 .1 
85-87 3.5 3.8 1.4 9.5 0.0 0.0 3.7 5.9 7.7 5.9 0.0 11.1 
"- 85 1.4 3.8 0.0 0.0 0 .0 4.5 3.7 11 .8 0.0 11 .8 18.2 0.0 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- --
Tota l 100.1 100.0 99.9 100.1 100.1 100.0 99.9 100.1 100.1 100.0 100.0 99.9 
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